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Chapter 1　Introduction
	 According	to	the	DP	analysis	（Abney	1987;	Longobardi	1994	among	others）,	Present-day	English	
gerunds	are	one	instantiation	of	a	D-system.	In	this	paper,	I	claim	that	gerunds	did	not	exist	in	Old	
English,	and	their	subsequent	appearance	is	due	to	the	emergent	D-system.	In	so	doing,	I	argue	that	
this	suggests	an	 important	theoretical	 implication	 for	the	role	of	morphology	 in	diachronic	change	
against	the	Minimalist	view	on	this	issue	（cf.	Chomsky	1995;	2005;	2006）.	That	is,	the	development	of	
gerunds	implies	that	the	reallocation	of	duties	form	morphology	to	syntax	took	place.		
Chapter 2　Present-day English gerunds
2.1.　Nominal or Verbal?: conflicting properties 
	 Gerunds	in	Present-day	English	have	the	distribution	of	a	nominal	phrase,	but	the	internal	struc-
ture	of	VP.	Their	nominal	status	is	clear	from	the	fact	that	they	can	occur	in	all	nominal	positions,	in-
cluding	the	subject	position	in	questions	and	the	object	position	of	prepositions,	where	a	clause	com-
plement	or	an	infinitival	complement	cannot	appear:	
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Present-day	English	gerunds	are	one	instantiation	of	a	D-system.	I	assume	that	in	Old	English	a	functional	
category	D	is	absent,	that	 is,	Old	English	has	only	NPs,	and	the	related	syntactic	phenomena	are	absent.	
Hence,	the	absence	of	gerunds	in	Old	English	follows	easily.	The	ancestors	of	gerunds	did	not	have	verbal	
properties	at	all	in	Old	English.	That	is,	-ung,	-ing	forms	were	pure	nouns	syntactically	as	well	as	morpho-
logically	in	Old	English.	DPs	emerged	later	in	order	to	take	over	the	task	of	identifying	the	referentiality	of	
nominals	 instead	of	morphological	case.	The	historical	development	of	gerunds	 is	 the	process	by	which	
pure	nominal	phrases	acquire	verbal	properties.	The	emergent	D	within	a	nominal	phrase	made	it	possible.
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（ 1 ） What would John’s leaving
　　　　　　　　　　*that John left
　　　　　　　　　　*for John to leave  
（ 2 ）　I told you about John’s leaving.
*that John left.
*for John to leave.
（Jackendoﬀ 1977: 222）
reveal about him?
	 On	the	other	hand,	the	gerund	has	a	number	of	syntactic	properties	that	are	typical	of	VPs;	tak-
ing	nominal	objects	 including	double	object	constructions,	and	certain	 infinitival	complements	and	
being	modified	by	adverbs	or	an	adverbial	clause	（cf.	Chomsky	1970;	Ouhalla	1991:	ch4;	Roberts	1997:	
22-24,	etc.）:
　（	3	）　a.	John’s	destroying	his	career	/　b.	*John’s	destruction	his	career
　（	4	）　a.	John’s	giving	Mary	a	book	/　		b.	*	John’s	gift	Mary	a	book
　（	5	）　a.	John’s	appearing	to	be	dead	/　b.	*John’s	appearance	to	be	dead
　（	6	）　a.	John’s	deliberately	destroying	his	career
	 　　b.	*John’s	deliberately	destruction	of	his	career
　（	7	）　a.	His	criticizing	the	book	［before	he	read	it］.
	 　　b.	*His	criticism	of	the	book	［before	he	read	it］.（Chomsky	1970:	193）
	 As	shown	in	example	（	6	）,	gerunds	take	IP	adverbs	like	probably	or	deliberately as	well	as	VP	
adverbs.	Deliberately	in	the	above	is	an	IP	adverb.	Likewise,	in	（7a）,	the	gerund	can	be	modified	by	
a	clause,	while	an	NP	（i.e.	criticism	in	（b））	cannot	be	modified	by	a	clause.
2.2.　Structure of gerunds
	 From	the	above	examples	we	can	say	that	gerunds	in	Present-day	English	are	nominals	contain-
ing	a	VP.	These	conflicting	properties	are	not	easily	expressed	in	a	single	structure.	The	structure	
must	show	that	gerunds	have	a	clausal	structure	up	to	some	point	in	the	derivation	and	change	into	
a	nominal.	In	a	traditional	analysis,	gerund	constructions	are	assigned	a	structure	such	as	（	8	）	（cf.	
Chomsky	1986:	195）:
 
（ 8 ） NP1
NP2 VP
John’s
V       NP
hitting     the ball
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	 However,	the	structure	（	8	）	is	ruled	out	by	X’-theory,	if	VP	is	supposed	to	be	analyzed	as	the	
head	of	NP1	（Roberts	1997:	24）.	That	is,	NP1	lacks	a	corresponding	N’	and	N-head.	Besides,	an	excep-
tional	mechanism	is	necessary	to	assign	genitive	case	to	the	subject	in	Poss-ing	gerunds.	A	verb	can-
not	assign	genitive	case	in	Present-day	English.
	 The	DP	analysis	proposed	by	Brame	（1982）,	Fukui	and	Speas	（1986）	and	Abney	（1987）	correct-
ly	captures	the	parallelism	between	noun	phrases	and	clauses	by	giving	noun	phrases	an	 internal	
structure	similar	 to	 that	of	a	clause	 including	a	 functional	category.	The	DP	analysis	manages	 to	
avoid	the	problems	mentioned	above,	giving	the	following	structure	（	9	）:
 
（ 9） DP1
DP2 D1'
D1 XP
Agr
	 If	XP	in	（	9	）,	that	is,	the	complement	of	D	is	VP,	the	whole	structure	is	a	gerund	construction.	
Look	at	（10a）.	Under	the	DP	structure	the	head	is	D（eterminer）	and	Agr	in	D	could	assign	geni-
tive	case	to	the	subject	of	a	gerund.	If	the	complement	of	D	is	NP,	the	structure	is	a	nominal.	This	is	
the	structure	（10b）.
 
（10）a. DP1
DP2
John
D1 VP 
hitting a ball
D1'
（－ s）'
b.     DP1
DP2
DP3
Mary 
D1 NP
N
translation   the book
D'
 
（10）a. DP1
DP2
John
D1 VP 
hitting a ball
D1'
（－ s）'
b.     DP1
DP2
DP3
Mary 
D1 NP
N
translation   the book
D'
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	 Although	the	DP	analysis	seems	to	be	superior	to	the	traditional	one,	what	is	more	relevant	to	
us	is	how	this	DP	analysis	could	explain	the	historical	development	of	gerund	constructions	in	En-
glish.	Assuming	the	DP	analysis	for	Present-day	English,	that	is,	the	presence	of	a	functional	catego-
ry	D	in	nominals,	and	assuming	that	noun	phrases	and	clauses	have	similar	structures,	we	will	turn	
to	the	Old	English	period,	leaving	irrelevant	details	aside.
Chapter 3　Old English
3.1.　The absence of D-systems in Old English
	 I	assume	that	in	Old	English	a	functional	category	D	is	absent,	that	is,	Old	English	has	only	NPs,	
and	hence,	the	related	syntactic	phenomena	are	absent	（cf.	Osawa	2007,	2017,	2018）.	There	are	many	
pieces	of	evidence	for	the	absence	of	a	functional	D-system.	In	Old	English,	we	can	find	examples	in	
which	determiners	would	be	required	in	Present-day	English.	Note	that	the	definite	nominals	in	verb	
argument	positions	as	well	as	the	objects	of	prepositions	are	without	determiners	in	Old	English,	as	
shown	in	the	following	examples:
	 （11）	 heo	 on	 flet	 gecrong
	 	 she	 on	 floor	 fell
	 	 sweord	 wæs	 swatig
	 	 sword	 was	 bloody			
	 	 ‘she	fell	to	the	ground	and	the	sword	was	bloody’							（Beowulf,	1568,1569）
	 （12）	 Her	 Martianus	 and	 Valentinus	 on-fengon	 rice
	 	 here	 Mauricius	-NOM.	and	 Valentinian-NOM.	 seized	 kingdom-acc.
	 	 	 	 	 （AS.	Chronicle	Parker	MS,	from	Sweet	1953:	73）
	 	 ‘At	this	point	Mauricius	and	Valentinian	seized	the	kingdom’
	 In	（11）	sweord	has	been	mentioned	in	the	preceding	context	and	is	an	external	argument	of	the	
predicate	verb	and	determiners	would	be	required	 in	Present-day	English.	 In	（12）,	rice	 ‘kingdom’	
usually	would	need	a	determiner	in	Present-day	English.	These	examples	clearly	show	that	Old	En-
glish	had	no	syntactic	D-system,	contrary	to	Present-day	English.	
3.2.　Absence of anaphor binding in Old English
	 The	absence	of	a	D-system	is	also	supported	by	the	syntactic	evidence,	i.e.	the	lack	of	anaphor	
binding	 in	Old	English.	 In	Old	English,	personal	pronouns	were	used	as	anaphors	and	 then,	 the	
meaning	of	the	sentence	“He	killed	him”	was	indeterminate	whether	the	object	referred	to	the	sub-
ject	or	not.	Since	a	D-system	is	the	 locus	of	binding	properties	of	nominals	and	pronouns,	 this	ab-
sence	will	follow	easily	if	we	assume	the	lack	of	a	D-system	in	Old	English.
	 （13）		 Ic	 on	 earde	 bad	 …ne	 me	 swor	 fela
	 	 I	 on	 earth	 awaited		 　not	 me-DAT.	 swore	 wrong
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	 	 ‘I	awaited	on	earth	…	I	never	perjured	myself.’			
	 	 	 	 	 　（Beowulf	2736～2738,	cited	from	van	Gelderen	2000:	34）
3.3.　The absence of gerunds from Old English 
	 We	predict	that	gerund	constructions	which	are	one	instantiation	of	a	D-system	should	be	lack-
ing	in	Old	English.	The	historical	facts	prove	that	this	prediction	is	true.	As	is	well	known,	the	ances-
tor	of	gerunds	did	not	have	verbal	properties	at	all	in	Old	English.	The	ancestor	of	Present-day	En-
glish	gerunds	 in	Old	English	 is	 formed	by	attaching	the	suffix	 -ung, -ing	 to	a	verb.	The	original	
function	of	the	suffix	-ung, -ing was	to	derive	feminine	abstract	nouns	from	action	verbs;	acsung	‘ask-
ing’ from	acsian ‘to	ask’, bodung	 ‘preaching’	 from	bodian ‘to	preach’	and	ræding	 ‘reading’	 from	
rædan ‘to	read’,	etc.	In	Old	English	the	more	usual	form	was	-ung,	but	-ing	was	said	to	be	also	fre-
quent.	In	early	Middle	English,	ung rapidly	died	out,	being	scarcely	found	after	1250.	These	nominals	
inflected	just	like	nouns.	For	example,	leornung ‘learning’	is	derived	from	a	verb	leornian	‘to	learn’	
which	belonged	to	weak	verbs	class	II.	The	paradigm	of	leornung	is	as	follows:
	 （14）	 singular	 nominative	 leornung
	 	 	 accusative/genitive/dative	 leornunge,　-a
	 	 plural	 nominative/accusative	 leornunga,　-e
	 	 	 genitive	 leornunga
	 	 	 dative	 leornungum
	 The	derivation	of	these	forms	is	a	purely	morphological	process,	with	no	syntactic	 implication.	
That	 is,	 -ung, -ing	 forms	were	pure	nouns	syntactically	as	well	as	morphologically	 in	Old	English.	
Their	functions	are	enumerated	below	（cf.	Ono	and	Nakao	1980:	444）:
	 i）	 As	subject:
	 （15）	 þa	 wæs	 gefylled	 Hieremias	 witegung
	 	 then	 was	 fulfilled	 Jeremiah	 prophecy
	 	 ‘Then	was	fulfilled	the	prophecy	of	Jeremiah’	 	 （ÆlfricHom	I.	5.	80.18）
	 ii）	 As	object	of	a	verb:
	 （16）	 gearca	 us	 gereordunge	 on	 þinum	 huse
	 	 prepare	us	 a	meal	 	 in	 your	 house
	 	 ‘prepare	refection	for	us	in	your	house’	 （ÆlfricHom	I.	4.	60.18）
	 iii）	 As	object	of	a	preposition:
	 （17）	 þurh	 	 unrehte	 willunge
	 	 through		 undue	 ambition
	 	 ‘through	undue	ambition’	 	 （Bede	278.	27-8）
	 iv）		 As	complement:
	 （18）		 Nis	 ðis	 nan	 wiglung,	 ac	 is	 gecyndelic	 ðincg
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	 	 is	not	 this	 not	any	 sorcery	 but	 is	 proper	 thing
	 	 ‘This	is	no	charm,	but	is	a	natural	thing’	 	 	 （ÆlfricHom	I.	6.	102.25.）
	 v）	 Modification	by	adjectives:	
	 （19）	 þæt	 is	 eall	 for	 urum	 synnum	 and	 yfelum	 geearnungum
	 	 that	 is	 all	 for	 our	 sins	 and	 evil	 deserts
	 	 ‘that	is	all	for	our	sins	and	evil	deserts’	 	 	 （ÆlfricHom.	I.	1.	16.26）
	 vi）	 Modification	by	demonstratives:
	 （20）	 se	 sige	 7	 seo	 reafung	 þæs	 Persiscan	 feos
	 	 that	 victory	 and	 that	 plunder	 that	 Persian	 treasure
	 	 ‘the	victory	and	plunder	of	the	Persian	treasure’	 	 （Orosius	48.22-23.）
	 Besides	these	functions,	they	admitted	a	plural,	as	is	shown	in	（19）,	although	this	was	dependent	
on	the	meaning.	Thus,	the	verbal	properties	mentioned	in	the	previous	section	are	unknown	in	Old	
English	and	early	Middle	English	until	 the	14th	century.	The	 -ing	 form	had	the	demonstrative	 in	
front	of	it	as	in	（21）.	Even	in	the	Middle	English	period	it	had	the	genitive	form	of	an	object	noun	
（22）,	or	it	needed	a	preposition	of and	was	modified	by	adjectives	（23）:
	 （21）	 seo	 feding	 þara	sceapa													（OE）																（CP	43/5）
	 	 that	 feeding	 of	the	sheep	（genitive	plural）
	 （22）	 for	to	be	wise	in	byynge	 of	vitaille				（ME）															（Ch	CT	A	569）
	 	 ‘to	be	wise	in	buying	victuals’
	 （23）	 in	vertuouse	techynges		of		orisouns					（ME）							（Ch	CT	I	1038）
	 	 ‘in	the	virtuous	teaching	of	prayers’
3.4.　The emergence of DPs
	 Present-day	English	nominals	are	a	projection	of	a	D,	as	we	have	seen	above,	and	it	follows	that	
a	functional	D	appeared	in	English	in	the	course	of	its	development.	I	claim	that	what	triggered	the	
emergence	of	DPs	 is	 the	demise	of	case	morphology	（cf.	Osawa	2000;	2003a;	2007）.	Why	did	DPs	
emerge	in	English	and	why	is	the	morphological	case	related	to	its	emergence?	In	order	to	discuss	
this,	I	have	to	clarify	the	task	of	a	D	in	Present-day	English,	first.
	 The	task	of	a	D	is	to	decide	a	referential	status	of	an	argument	nominal	and	change	predicative	
nominals	into	arguments.	Following	the	DP	analysis,	I	assume	that	only	DPs,	not	NPs,	can	become	
arguments	of	predicates.	The	difference	between	NP	and	DP	is	described	as	follows.	As	Longobardi	
（1994:	628）	argues,	NPs	are	inherently	predicative	and	thus	cannot	occur	in	argument	positions.	NPs	
are	not	referential;	referential	nominals	may	be	paraphrased	as	“those	that	are	understood	as	denot-
ing	a	particular	entity	in	the	universe	of	discourse”	（Rapoport	1995:	154）.		As	Longobardi	（1994:	628）	
argues,	a	common	noun	is	kind-referring,	not	referential.		Then,	the	speaker	must	pick	out	a	particu-
lar	referent	in	the	course	of	a	particular	utterance	when	an	NP	is	used	as	argument.		
	 I	assume	that	a	simple	noun,	like,	book	or	dog,	has	an	open	place	in	it,	to	designate	its	referential-
ity.	This	referential	role,	another	argument,	is	expressed	as	an	Arabic	number	1	in	angle	brackets	of	
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the	tree	structure	（24）	or	（25）.	We	call	it	a	referential	argument	or,	R（eferential）	role,	following	Hig-
ginbotham	（1985）.	This	referential	position	must	be	bound	for	a	NP	to	become	an	argument.	
	 This	role	of	picking	out	a	particular	referent,	in	other	words,	binding	a	referential	position	in	a	
noun,	 is	assumed	to	be	 taken	care	of	by	either	a	 functional	D	or	morphological	case.	So	 in	Pres-
ent-day	English,	the	R	position	is	bound	by	a	functional	category	D	as	shown	in	（24）:
 
（24） （Irrelevant details aside）
D
the
N<1>
→
binding      dog 
DP<1*>
NP<1>
	 In	（24）,	the	R-argument	position	1	is	theta-bound	by	D,	that	is	discharged	by	theta-binding.	The	
asterisk	 in	the	angle	bracket	 indicates	that	the	position	closes	or	 is	discharged.	When	every	theta	
role	in	an	associated	theta	grid	is	discharged,	we	can	say	that	a	constituent	is	saturated.
	 In	the	absence	of	a	D-system,	the	task	of	identifying	the	referentiality	of	a	nominal	is	taken	care	
of	by	morphological	case	on	the	head	nouns	in	Old	English.	Case	affixes	attached	to	head	nouns	can	
associate	the	nominals	to	their	predicate	verbs	and	then	turn	NPs	into	arguments.	This	affixation	is	
a	purely	morphological	process.	That	is,	nouns	can	become	arguments	of	predicates	if	they	are	mor-
phologically	case-marked	in	Old	English.
 
（25） OE cyningum NP<1*>
N<1*>
N<1>   Case Aﬃx 
cyning um（dative, plural）
	 The	leveling	of	inflectional	endings	had	already	begun	in	Old	English,	and	by	the	early	Middle	
English	period	many	Old	English	inflectional	distinctions	were	lost.	Morphological	case	could	not	per-
form	the	task	of	identifying	the	R	role	of	nouns	and	turning	them	into	arguments	any	more,	and	sub-
sequently	a	functional	D-system	has	developed	to	do	the	same	job	in	English.
3.5.　The emergence of gerunds
	 We	can	easily	understand	that	the	emergent	D	made	gerund	constructions	possible,	although	it	
took	some	time	to	establish	gerund	constructions	as	 they	are	 in	Present-day	English.	As	 is	men-
tioned	in	the	previous	section,	even	in	the	Middle	English	period	the	-ing	form	had	the	genitive	form	
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of	an	object	noun,	or	it	needed	a	preposition	of	and	was	modified	by	adjectives.	The	introduction	of	
gerund	expressions	to	mark	the	perfect,	and	for	the	passive	voice	occurred	around	the	15th	and	the	
16th	century:		
　（26）	 ‘Twill（	=It	will）	weep	for	having wearied	you										（Shakes.	TMP	3.01.9）
　（27）	 I	spake	（=spoke）	.	.	.of	being taken	by	the	insolent	foe		（Shakes.	Othello	1.03.137）
	 The	-ing	form	admitted	a	preceding	possessive	case	or	possessive	pronoun	from	the	Old	English	
period	to	the	13th	century.	However,	the	sign	of	the	possessive	began	to	be	dropped	by	1600	（OED）	
and	the	common	case	began	to	be	widely	used	around	the	18th	century;	in the event of your expecta-
tions not being at once realized, in consequence of much snow having fallen.	This	is	not	possible	for	a	
nominal	phrase	like	*	in the event of your expectations’ realization.
	 All	the	historical	evidence	shows	that	Present-Day	English	gerunds	developed	from	pure	nomi-
nals	to	their	current	status.	What	made	this	change	possible?	I	give	a	detailed	theoretical	discussion	
of	this	in	the	next	section.
	 Before	going	to	the	next	section,	it	would	be	necessary	to	refer	to	another	argument	in	a	verb.	
Verbs,	as	well	as	nouns,	have	open	positions	 in	them.	This	 is	the	position	E（vent）	of	the	thematic	
grid	of	the	verb.	The	position	E	corresponds	to	the	‘hidden’	argument	place	for	events	or	situations.	
For	example	the	thematic	grid	of	the	verb	kill	has	3	argument	positions,	that	is,	2	ordinary	thematic	
arguments	and	one	more	hidden	argument	for	tense	specification.	The	position	1	and	2	will	be	the-
matic	positions	filled	e.g.	by	Beowulf	and	Grendel,	that	is,	the	usual	thematic	roles	like	Agent	or	Pa-
tient.	For	a	proposition	to	be	interpretable	at	LF,	the	third	position	E	must	be	bound	somehow,	as	a	
tense	specification	is	necessary	for	a	proposition	to	be	true	or	false	（Higginbotham	1985:	554ff.）.		
	 In	the	case	of	VPs	in	Present-day	English,	the	binder	of	this	E	position	is	a	syntactic	functional	
category	Tense	or	Infl.		The	position	E	of	the	thematic	grid	of	the	verb	is	bound	at	the	point	where	
VP	meets	Infl,	where	T（ense）	is	located	as	shown	below:
　（28）	 Beowulf	killed	Grendel.
 
（29） IP <1*, 2*, E*> （Details aside）
DP I' <1, 2*, E*>
Beowulf I     VP <1, 2*, E>
+past
V'<1, 2*, E>
V<1, 2, E>   DP 
kill
Grendel
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	 The	asterisk	in	the	angle	brackets	indicates	that	the	position	closes	or	is	discharged.	I	will	turn	
to	this	E-role	binding	later.			
Chapter 4　Theoretical consideration
	 The	development	of	gerund	constructions	in	English	is	a	process	of	a	pure	nominal	phrase	acquir-
ing	verbal	properties.	In	other	words,	a	nominal	phrase	acquired	a	structure	parallel	to	that	of	a	clause.	
What	made	this	change	possible?	For	a	nominal	phrase	to	have	a	structure	parallel	to	that	of	a	clause,	
a	functional	category	within	the	phrase	is	necessary.	That	is,	the	emergence	of	gerund	constructions	in	
English	is	dependent	on	the	emergence	of	a	functional	category	D	within	a	nominal	phrase.
	 The	Old	English	ancestors	of	gerunds	were	formed	by	attaching	the	suffix	–ung/-ing	to	a	verb,	
as	discussed	above.	These	derived	nominals	inflected	just	like	nouns.	I	propose	the	following	as	one	
possible	structure	for	Old	English	derived	nominals	（cf.	Osawa	2003b）:
 
（30） stage 3
stage 2
stage 1 V<1>    ung/ing
NP<1*>
N<1>   Case Aﬃx
	 Here	each	stage	represents	a	synchronic	derivational	process	in	Old	English.	The	Event-position	
that	originates	in	a	verb	for	a	tense	specification	（see	section	3.5）	percolates	up	to	the	derived	nomi-
nal	as	a	Referential	argument	and	must	be	bound	for	interpretation.	At	derivational	stage	1,	the	affix	
ung/ing	attaches	to	a	verb,	and	the	whole	structure	changes	into	a	noun,	where	ung/ing	is	a	head	
nominal.	Stage	1	might	be	a	possible	input	to	a	further	operation,	but	after	this	stage	no	further	op-
eration	on	the	verb	 is	possible	（stage	2）,	since	 immediately	after	 the	attachment	of	 the	affix,	 the	
whole	structure	changes	into	a	noun.	This	derivational	process	is	a	morphological	one,	that	is,	the	ad-
dition	of	the	affix ung/ing	to	a	verb	is	done	in	the	lexicon.	This	is	the	reason	why	verbal	properties	
are	not	observed	in	Old	English	derived	nominals.	The	morphological	case	attached	to	a	derived	N	
can	theta-mark	（bind）	the	Referential	position	of	a	noun	and	change	them	into	arguments.	Every-
thing	is	taken	care	of	morphologically	in	Old	English.		
	 By	contrast,	since	no	overt	case	marking	is	available	in	Present-day	English,	the	Referential	ar-
gument	must	be	bound	by	a	functional	D.	A	Present-day	English	gerund	cannot	change	into	a	nomi-
nal	argument	until	D	theta-binds	the	R-position	at	the	top-most	position	in	the	clause	structure.	Prior	
to	this	all	the	properties	of	VPs	are	available,	for	instance,	taking	a	subject	argument	or	an	object	ar-
gument,	being	modified	by	adverbials	and	taking	a	passive	voice,	or	taking	a	perfect	form:
　（31）	 a.	He	has	a	liking	for	solitude.
	 	 b.	English	was	still	in	the	making.
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　（32）	 Reading	aloud	often	sent	him	to	sleep.
　（33）	 a.	John’s	giving	Mary	a	book	offended	Joan.		
	 	 b.	He	talked	about	the	necessity	of	being	loved.
	 	 c.	There	is	no	sign	of	his	ever	having	lost	his	temper.		
	 I	assume	the	structure	for	the	gerund	construction	in	Present-day	English	proposed	by	Jackend-
off	（1977）.	This	derivation	is	described	in	the	following	trees.	These	different	structures	do	not	rep-
resent	diachronic	developmental	stages,	but	illustrate	the	various	synchronic	possibilities:
 
（34） Model 1 DP <1*>
D     NP <1>
N <1>
V<1>    ing
	 An	instantiation	of	this	model	is	a	phrase	like	（the） killing.		
 
（35） Model 2  DP <1*>
D      NP <1>
N' <1>
V' <1>    ing
V <1>    DP
	 This	is	exploited	by	a	phrase	like	joining the club.
 
（36） Model 3 DP <1*>
D    NP <1>
N <1>
VP <1>    ing 
DP      V'
（subject）
V      DP（object）
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	 An	instantiation	of	this	tree	is	a	phrase	such	as	the men’s joining the club.
	 The	above	analysis	is	not	incompatible	with	one	proposed	by	Abney	（1987）,	who	draws	on	Bak-
er	（1985）,	in	that	the	variety	of	Present-day	English	gerunds	is	due	to	the	difference	in	the	place	of	
the	attachment	of	the	～ing	affix	in	the	tree	structure.	This	is	a	process	of	a	lexical	category	incorpo-
rating	a	phrasal	projection.		The	event	position	which	originated	in	VP	percolates	up	to	the	nominal	
and	is	discharged	there.
Chapter 5　The role of morphology in diachronic change
	 What	we	have	discussed	above	 is	 that	the	development	of	gerunds	 is	due	to	the	emergent	D	
within	nominals,	or	more	specifically,	due	to	the	transference	of	the	task	from	morphology	to	syntax.	
The	task,	in	this	case,	deciding	a	referential	status	of	an	argument	nominal,	which	was	done	morpho-
logically	（i.e.	by	case-marking）	in	Old	English,	has	come	to	be	taken	care	of	syntactically	（i.e.	by	a	
D-system）.			
	 Maybe	 this	analysis	 is	departing	 from	the	Minimalist	view	that	（inflectional）	morphology	 is	
checked	in	functional	categories,	i.e.	is	taken	care	of	syntactically.	For	example,	it	is	said	that	a	nomi-
nal	with	case	specified	is	drawn	from	the	lexicon	or	a	lexical	array	and	subsequently	checked	by	a	
relevant	functional	category.	In	more	recent	terms,	case	 is	said	to	be	uninterpretable	since	case	 is	
unvalued	in	the	lexicon	and	is	assigned	its	value	in	syntactic	configurations.	（Chomsky	2006）.	This	
case	theory,	which	I	assume	for	Present-day	English,	however,	is	not	always	compatible	with	earlier	
languages,	where	morphological	case	was	playing	a	very	important	role	in	determining	a	referentiali-
ty	of	a	noun,	as	we	have	observed.		
	 The	relation	between	morphology	and	syntax	is	not	easy	to	deal	with.	Not	only	in	the	Minimalist	
approach,	but	also	in	early	Generative	theory,	it	is	assumed	that	morphological	derivations	must	be	
the	result	of	syntactic	operations	（cf.	Baker	1988）.	That	is,	morphology	reflects	syntactic	operations.	
I	admit	that	there	is	some	correspondence	between	morphological	forms	and	corresponding	syntac-
tic	properties.	However,	this	does	not	mean	that	there	is	a	one-to-one	correspondence	between	mor-
phological	realizations	and	syntax,	especially	in	the	case	of	functional	projections.		I	argue	that	our	
discussion	in	this	paper	suggests	that	the	role	of	the	morphological	component	in	earlier	languages	
should	be	reconsidered.	 I	 suggest	 that	a	morphological	process,	which	 is	 independent	of	 syntax,	
played	a	part	 in	earlier	 languages,	although	there	 is	always	some	 interaction	between	syntax	and	
morphology.		
	 Concerning	 this	point,	 I	 touch	on	Pinker	and	Jackendoff’s	（2005）	argument	 that	 the	 issue	of	
morphology	is	not	well	discussed	in	Generative	grammar	in	general.	Especially,	in	the	Minimalist	ap-
proach,	most	of	the	phenomena	of	derivational	morphology	such	as	compounds	and	complex	inflected	
forms	are	not	argued.
	 There	is	another	complication.	As	Bauer	（1983:	35）	argues,	it	is	not	always	possible	to	make	a	
clear	distinction	between	derivation	and	inflection.	Bauer	（1983:	35）	says	that	 ‘a	fairer	claim	might	
be	that	morphology	presents	a	cline	 from	clear	cases	of	 inflection	 through	to	clear	cases	of	com-
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pounding,	with	derivation	providing	an	ill-defined	centre	part	of	the	scale.’		Thus,	there	are	no	deci-
sive	criteria	for	inflectional	affixes	provided.	It	is	said	that	in	derivation	there	are	likely	to	be	large	
numbers	of	unpredictable	gaps	 in	the	system,	whereas	 inflection	 is	much	 less	 likely	to	have	such	
gaps.	There	are	no	gaps	in	the	paradigm	in	the	case	of	the	～ing	affix	in	English,	since	the	～ing	can	
be	added	to	any	of	the	verbal	stem.	However,	the	attachment	of	the	～ing	affix	is	a	class-changing	
process,	which	 is	considered	to	be	characteristic	of	derivation.	 	Moreover,	 it	 is	said	that	some	ele-
ments	have	changed	their	status	from	derivational	to	inflectional	diachronically	（cf.	Bauer	1983:	22-
41）.
	 I	have	no	answer	to	the	above	questions.	What	I	would	like	to	emphasize	is	the	importance	of	
the	study	of	the	morphological	component	from	a	diachronic	viewpoint.	Although	arguably,	I	make	a	
sketchy	proposal	 that	morphology,	which	 is	 independent	of	syntax,	was	playing	a	more	 important	
role	in	earlier	English,	and	the	reallocation	of	duties	form	morphology	to	syntax	took	place	in	the	his-
tory	of	English	（cf.	Osawa	2003a）.	This	means	that	more	tasks	go	to	syntax	over	time.	I	also	claim	
that	this	may	be	the	driving	force	to	change	language.	If	my	discussion	is	along	the	right	lines,	the	
story	about	the	development	of	gerunds	may	be	another	example	of	this.
Chapter 6　Conclusion
	 In	this	paper,	I	have	discussed	the	development	of	gerund	constructions	from	pure	nominals	to	
their	present	status	in	the	history	of	English.	Old	English	lacked	DPs	and	DPs	emerged	later	in	or-
der	to	take	over	the	task	of	identifying	the	referentiality	of	nominals	instead	of	morphological	case.	
Since	Present-day	English	gerunds	are	an	instantiation	of	a	D-	system,	the	absence	of	gerunds	from	
Old	English	will	follow	easily.	The	development	of	gerunds	is	due	to	this	emergent	D,	or	more	specif-
ically,	due	to	the	transference	of	the	task	from	morphology	to	syntax.
	 The	diachronic	development	of	 language	 is	then	to	be	viewed	as	a	change	 in	some	domain	 in	
the	trading	relations	between	morphology	and	syntax.	I	claim	that	the	reallocation	of	duties	between	
morphology	and	syntax	is	the	driving	force	to	cause	language	change.	
　*This	is	part	of	a	work	in	progress.	
　*This	work	is	supported	by	Grant-in-Aid	for	the	Scientific	Research	of	Japan	society	for	Promotion	of	Science	
No.18K00665.
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